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Abstract: Ethical principles constitute a crucial area of debate and discussion in the global
conversation around transitions to sustainability, and of particular relevance to the contribution
of businesses and other organizations. Scholars in business ethics have recently identified several
challenges in this area, such as problems of measurement, rigor, and meaningfulness to practitioners;
corporate social responsibility; and institutionalization of ethics in businesses. In this paper,
the impacts of a pragmatic values-based evaluation approach originally developed in another
field—education for sustainable development—are shown to strongly contribute to many of these
challenges. Impacts found across eight organizations include (i) deep values conceptualization;
(ii) increased esteem (iii) building capacity for assessment of values-based achievements; (iv) values
mainstreaming; and (v) effective external values communications. It seems that the in-situ
development and use of values-based indicators helped to conceptualize locally shared values
that underpin decisions, thus embedding the application of (local) ethics. Although this study is
exploratory, it is clear that the values-based approach shows promise for meeting key challenges in
business ethics and wider sustainability, and for new directions for future cross-disciplinary research.
Keywords: values-based indicators; business ethics; organizational values; values conceptualization;
corporate social responsibility; application of ethics; WeValue; evaluation impact
1. Introduction
It is acknowledged that the definition, pursuit and assessment of “sustainability” is not only
a technical and political issue, but also a moral and ethical one [1–4]. Ethical values such as
compassion, integrity, justice and respect, and ethics-based decision-making, underpin every aspect
of sustainability, including several that are not fully encompassed by the traditional threefold
definition comprising environmental, social and economic aspects [5,6]. A number of authors
propose a “missing pillar” or neglected dimension of sustainability [5–8]. It has variously been
characterized as “cultural/aesthetic” [9–12] or with a focus on Indigenous communities [13–15];
“religious/spiritual” [3,4,16]; and “political/institutional” [17,18]. The concept of “ethical values”
has been suggested to offer some common ground between these complementary perspectives, and
argued as a fourth dimension of sustainability of at least equal importance, inseparable from the others.
Difficulties in articulating and measuring the values dimension have been cited as a reason for its
neglect, but recent work claims that these can be overcome [5].
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There have also been a number of high-level calls for the establishment of a global ethical
framework for sustainability such as by the Earth Charter [3,19,20], the United Nations Millennium
Declaration [21] and the Earth Systems Science Partnership [22]. More recently, the Club of Rome’s
“ValuesQuest” program, linked to the United Nations Culture, Creativity and Values Initiative, has
explicitly sought to embed ethical values as a key concern in international development discourse [23].
Thus, dimensions of values are increasingly being developed in sustainable development.
Organizations and businesses have a central role in the challenge of developing sustainable
societies. Already at the turn of the century, Carroll predicted that ethical approaches to business
would become a central concern, and emphasized the need for normative approaches to understanding
values rather than mere values clarification or “ethical relativism” [24] (p. 41). Over a decade later,
mission statements, guiding principles, moral standards and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
practices and policies, have become commonplace and core to business activities [25,26] and within
them, activities related to values have become increasingly popular [26]. Nevertheless, challenges
to the application of ethical values in organizations remain. In 2013, Holland and Albrecht [25]
surveyed 3600 members of business ethics societies and networks to identify key future challenges
for the academic field of business ethics research. The results included CSR; perceived challenges
with legitimacy and credibility of the field; problems of measurement, rigor, and meaningfulness
to practitioners; decline of ethical behavior; and the institutionalization of ethics in businesses.
We return to these issues later in this paper, but here note the overlap of several current issues
in wider sustainable development, such as the actual application of ethical behaviors and developing
measures for values dimensions.
In this paper, the authors wish to communicate and explore insights from incidental findings
from work in one field—sustainable development—which they show to have potentially significant
relevance to current gaps in another field of particular relevance to research in sustainability: business
ethics. Evaluation interventions were carried out to assist eight organizations to articulate and
evaluate their values and related achievements. Anecdotal feedback suggested that impacts of those
interventions included a stronger ability to articulate values and embed these in their organizational
practices, and so a follow-up study was carried out to explore this. The authors present findings from
that study in this paper.
1.1. Paradigms in Business Ethics Research
Prior to presenting the study, the authors outline the context of current research in business ethics.
A very useful overview of paradigms present in and across business ethics and organization theory
has been published by Pursey et al. [27], charting not only their boundaries and divisions but also the
artificial extent of those boundaries, caused by the historical development of various semi-estranged
research communities. Although the main intention of that work was to draw out the symbiosis
between business ethics and organization theory, a secondary aim was achieved in showing that the
pluralism of paradigms and approaches currently present produced a double-edged sword: flexibility
and resilience via the range of tools available on the one hand, and a lack of coherence or orientation due
to ongoing incompatibilities and even incommensurability on the other hand. The authors illustrated
their insights with a multi-faceted presentation of four major themes in the discipline—values, society,
power and organizations—from each of modern, symbolic and postmodern viewpoints. Two themes
which are of particular interest to us in our own work—values and organizations—were shown to be
viewable as individualist or collectivist, almost entirely positivist or constructionist, or anywhere in
between, depending on the scholarly community of the researcher. The authors ended with a call to
arms for researchers to make greater efforts to engage in science as a social practice and jointly work
together across academic “tribes”, thus accessing rich sources of new knowledge.
The complex paradigmatic status of the field of business ethics as portrayed by the two studies
described above illustrates the difficulties that researchers from other disciplines, such as sustainability,
may encounter when trying to communicate concepts and findings which may be of potential interest.
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This is further complicated by the fact that sustainability research itself is characterized by a diversity
of paradigms and perspectives [28–30]. One way of negotiating this inherently messy interface, is to
focus initially on pragmatic considerations before expanding in the various theoretical domains [31].
Holland and Albrecht—in emphasizing the need for an appropriate blend of academic rigor and
practical relevance—lean towards a call for a pragmatist paradigm, stating that sustainability, the
decline of ethical behavior and globalization are all candidate issues replete with practical questions of
ethics in need of answers [25].
1.2. Purpose, Paradigm and Context of This Study
The purpose of this work was to carry out a follow-up study to explore incidental findings of
values-based evaluation interventions in eight organizations. The findings of the exploratory study
potentially pave the way for new directions in business ethics research in particular, and sustainability
more generally, through innovations for firmly embedding values (the fourth pillar of sustainability)
into organizations and businesses through the application of localized ethics. They indicate a new
way of approaching currently identified research gaps, and allow for scoping out and making
recommendations towards specifically designed future studies.
The evaluative interventions of interest were designed as part of a European Union FP7-funded
research project to facilitate organizations to evaluate values-related dimensions of their work in
a manner that they considered valid and relevant. The project used an emancipatory action research
approach, working with organizations and businesses engaged in providing non-formal education
for sustainable development (ESD). The latter considered themselves unable to articulate “intangible”
aspects of their work which they nonetheless considered key, and the work focused on co-developing an
approach that could be highly localized (but also generalized and transferable to some extent) [5,32–35]
which later became known as WeValue.
Anecdotal evidence suggested that the WeValue evaluative interventions not only enabled
participants to articulate values as individuals and groups, but also led to organizational impacts which
far exceeded expectations of researchers or collaborators. Considering the potential importance of
effectively bringing values into organizational practices, the authors identified the need for a systematic
follow-up study to explore the impacts of the WeValue intervention within a broader organizational
context (rather than focusing specifically on project evaluation in relation to non-formal ESD, which
has been discussed in depth by Harder et al. [33]). It is the findings of this follow-up study, based on
a re-analysis of the original dataset, which we report in this paper. The study is necessarily exploratory
as the original project was not purposively designed to explore the impacts, but only to investigate the
feasibility of developing and using values-based indicators. However, the re-analysis yields important
lessons, as well as much material, for the future design of a systematic study.
The study identified impacts seen in eight organizations, from the time of the intervention
up until 3–6 months later, and which included greatly clarified understanding and awareness of
shared values, the mainstreaming of those values into work, and a new ability to self-develop ways
of capturing “measures” of values-related achievements and communicating them more widely.
The depth, scale and consistency of the results were noteworthy. Through increasing our understanding
that values awareness is an interpretative process where an individual recognizes moral relevance to
their situation [36], and that moral identity is a precursor to ethical considerations [37] we understood
that these observed impacts are very relevant to the raising and embedding of ethics considerations
into organizations, and to almost every issue identified as a current challenge in business ethics by
Holland and Albrecht [25]. Such a focus on values can provide a useful bridge between individuals,
organizational culture, practices and behaviors, and indeed be seen as an integral part of organizational
culture which provides unconscious guides for tackling complex ethical issues [26].
This exploratory study purposefully follows the call outlined above for research approaches
that focus on pragmatic questions. In doing so, the authors examined the impact of the evaluative
interventions through detailed case studies, not assuming specific paradigms or theories. However, it
is expected that its results will inform future studies designed to test and link those.
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In this paper, we will focus on the impacts of the evaluative interventions, but we will begin with
a brief description of the design and content of these interventions. The methodology of the exploratory
impact study is then described, followed by the findings. We then present a discussion of the findings
in relation to three of the named challenges in current business ethics research—institutionalization
of ethics, problems with measurements, rigor and relevance, and CSR—with comments on related
other topics.
1.3. The WeValue Evaluative Intervention: Developing and Using Values-Based Indicators in Organizations
The WeValue evaluative interventions were carried out in the context of a research project to trial
the usefulness and validity of values-based indicators. In this context, it comprised of a number of
steps, or variations thereof, delivered in the form of meetings, focus groups, workshops or evaluation
activities. The format was not fixed, responding to the different contexts and cultures of each
organization, but the core elements are summarized here.
After initial familiarization with the organization and building of rapport, researchers initiated
conversations about values in the organization, either with leaders or representative groups. Next, they
were asked to look through a selection of values-based proto-indicators previously developed, noting
those that resonated with their views on what was important to their own organization. Table 1 lists
examples of these proto-indicators, which can be variously associated (or not) with value-labels such as
Empowerment, Justice, Respect and Care for the Community of Life, Collaboration in Diversity, Justice,
Trust/Trustworthiness and Integrity. Any such associations are locally relevant and not found to be
transferable to other organizations, but the proto-indicators themselves were found to be useful and
transferable as they were designed to be contextualizable for different organizations. For example, the
recurring word “people” can be locally defined as any appropriate stakeholder group, e.g., managers,
staff or participants/clients, and could be changed to a more specific term at the users’ discretion.
The word “entity” typically meant the organization as a whole, but could also be used to refer to
a specific department, team, working group, etc.
Table 1. Examples of “trigger” values-based proto-indicators used in Part 1 of the WeValue approach.
Proto-Indicator Examples Taken from the WeValue “Trigger” List
‚ Decision-making takes into account the social, economic and environmental needs of future generations
‚ People are able to suspend their own standpoints during dialogue and listen to those of others
‚ People feel that their own individual identity and approach is respected
‚ People feel that they have an equal opportunity to express their opinions
‚ People are perceived to be transparent
‚ People are taking the opportunity to develop their own visions and goals for projects and/or for the whole entity
‚ People investigate what is right and good by themselves, rather than adopting other people’s opinions
‚ Partners trust that each shares a commitment and willingness to collaborate for a similar vision
‚ People feel that they create something better or greater as a group than on their own
‚ People feel inspired by the way that leaders live their principles
‚ The environment/community of life is celebrated
During this stage participants usually found articulations of their initial group thoughts on the
list, as well as surprising items which represented values they held but which they were previously
not very aware of—causing some “Eureka!” moments. The discussions led to clarifications about
proto-indicators on the list (values-in-language) and actions in the workplace (values-in-action).
After a considerable period of discussion, participants were facilitated to prioritize and sometimes
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cluster the most important proto-indicators to produce their own “list of values-based indicators”.
This comprised Part 1 of the WeValue approach, which usually had to be separated from Part 2
by at least a few days because the participants often experienced significant clarification of their
organizational values, and time was needed for acclimatization: the values-in-action which emerged
in the workshops were often newly articulated, or even different to those already formally espoused.
In Part 2 of the WeValue approach, participants were asked which of their own list of values-based
proto-indicators they would be interested in developing measures for, depending on their immediate
priorities. When identified, the researchers facilitated the participants to co-develop various assessment
methods in locally appropriate ways in order to develop “measures” of those proto-indicators that
held relevance and validity for the organization. The approach taken was one of co-design and action
research, with a strong focus on face-validity. The participants were supported, in effect, to embed
ongoing assessments of their own values in their regular activities at levels of rigor appropriate to
the purpose required, for example sometimes for self-evaluation and sometimes for external scrutiny.
Finally, participants and researchers carried out actual assessments, sometimes few and sometimes
many, and with varied levels of participation in the collection and analysis of data. All cases included
a follow-up from the research team.
As this paper is focused on the impacts of the WeValue evaluation intervention rather
than their content, we do not go into further detail here except to mention two notable points.
First, the proto-indicator list was derived from in-depth case studies of five organizations (with
multiple sub-projects) and then combined inter-subjectively [38]: the character of that list deserves
further research.
Secondly, although the proto-indicators were originally derived from certain values labels such
as Trust, Integrity and Unity, such affiliations were not usually found useful or necessary in later
work. Organizations often made use of the WeValue approach by instead going directly to the list of
proto-indicators. In either case the discussions led to a convergence of agreed values-in-action with
specific localized indicators.
More information is available on the origin of the research that produced the WeValue
approach—originally designed to help civil society organizations evidence achievements that they
felt were undervalued [39]. The action research approach used in its development, which particularly
highlighted the importance of localizable proto-indicators, has been reported [34], as have several
examples of its use in different organizations as an evaluation approach [5,32,33]. None of these report
on the impacts of the use of the intervention, or insights of any links with business ethics and current
related research gaps.
2. Methodology
This paper presents a study of the impacts resulting from field trials of WeValue evaluative
interventions conducted by university-based researchers in eight diverse organizations. This represents
an exploratory re-analysis of an existing data set collected from the participating organizations at the
time of the original funded project. It uses a multiple case study approach [40] based on a qualitative
thematic analysis of the original dataset, comprising semi-structured narrative interview transcripts
and project documents. The cases analyzed in this study were selected on the basis of having at
least two different data sources available for a particular organization, of which at least one was
a semi-structured interview. Table 2 provides an overview of all the data sources used in the analysis.
Sustainability 2016, 8, 612 6 of 22
Table 2. Overview of case study organizations and data sources (all names are pseudonyms).
Organization Pseudonym and Type Location Data Sources
“DB”: small non-governmental
organization promoting environmental
education and reforestation through
schools and youth groups
Mexico
Two separate face-to-face interviews with Maria, DB director;
Formal written report prepared by Carlos, lead ESDinds
researcher; Meeting minutes and notes
“FDJ”: secretariat of global umbrella
organization promoting online
sustainability leadership training
Costa Rica Face-to-face interview with Luisa, project manager responsiblefor online training; Formal written report prepared by Luisa
“GH”: a financial services company
without an explicit commitment to
ethical values
Luxembourg
Skype verbal interview with Philippe, lead ESDinds
researcher; Formal written report prepared by Carlos, assistant
ESDinds researcher; Meeting minutes and notes
“HV”: a university cross-faculty
environmental program Mexico
Face-to-face interview with Carlos, ESDinds researcher;
Formal written report prepared by Carlos; Meeting minutes
and notes
“JGSD”: global umbrella organization
promoting humanitarian aid and
values-based youth programs (through
a federation of national societies)
Switzerland
(secretariat);
Jordan
(summit)
Skype verbal interview and Skype text interview with Rachel,
JMSD project officer in Principles & Values Department
(re TMSD project); Formal written report prepared by Antonia,
ESDinds researcher (re youth summit)
“MJ”: a values-driven company
producing and distributing cosmetics Italy
Face-to-face interview with Stefan, ESDinds researcher;
Meeting minutes and notes
“QU”: small non-governmental
organization training youth to promote
conflict resolution in schools through
forum theatre
Germany
Face-to-face interview with Josef, QU director; Skype voice
call with Ingrid, project manager; Formal written report
prepared by Stefan and Karina, ESDinds researchers; Meeting
minutes and notes
“TMSD”, a member organization of
“JGSD” that provides humanitarian
activities and projects for
conflict-affected youth
Sierra Leone
Skype verbal interview and Skype text interview with Ibrahim,
project manager; Face-to-face interviews with Carlos and
Stefan, ESDinds researchers; Formal written report prepared
by Carlos and Stefan; Meeting minutes and notes
2.1. Collection and Preliminary Analysis of the Original Data Set
The data set from the original ESDinds project included (a) researchers’ formal project reports and
field notes; (b) transcripts of semi-structured narrative interviews with key informants—organization
directors, project managers, or both, as practicable—in participating organizations; and (c) transcripts
of interviews with the researchers who conducted the field visits and evaluative interventions. All of
the interviews lasted 60–90 min and were conducted 3–6 months after the field visits, with a view to
clarifying both processes and outcomes of the interventions. The selection of interviewees was made
on a convenience sampling basis within those organizations which, at the time of the original study,
had already completed the WeValue evaluative intervention. Standard ethical procedures for prior
informed consent and secure data storage were observed. The interviewers aimed to elicit narratives of
processes and outcomes during the field visits in participants’ own words, without priming for values
conceptualization or “benefits”, to avoid compromising validity by imposing preconceptions of what
the outcomes might be. This dataset had previously been analyzed at a relatively superficial level,
firstly to meet reporting requirements for project donors [41], and secondly in relation to literature on
the uses and influence of evaluation.
2.2. Thematic Analysis Methodology
A thematic analysis was carried out in order to identify predominant themes relating to the longer
term outcomes of the WeValue evaluative intervention. The full dataset was analyzed using “parallel
coding”, i.e., first coded separately by two authors, and then discussed in joint meetings to develop
consensus and finalize themes. The researchers used the computer-aided qualitative data analysis
software (CAQDAS) program Atlas.Ti. After the themes were finalized, the researchers conducted
a content analysis for each of the themes, to identify more precisely the occurrence of related impacts
and outcomes.
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The thematic analysis was completed using both open and a priori codes; the latter were taken
from literature on values, semiotics and inter-subjectivity (cf. [37]). This was consistent with the
research approach adopted, as pragmatists seeking “a good trade-off between theoretical inspiration
and openness toward empirical material” in common with Alvesson and Sveningsson [42] (p. 968).
The researchers also characterized the findings in terms of their impact relating to managers, staff, or
clients involved in the evaluative intervention (cf. Agle and Caldwell [43]). The authors opted not to
fully quantify the data, due to concerns that listing the number of case studies in which each outcome
was observed might mislead readers into inappropriately ranking outcomes in order of importance on
the basis of frequency alone (see Table 3).
Table 3. Themes relating to the impact of the WeValue evaluative intervention, and an overview of
the strength of evidence found for each. A single tick designates outcomes observed in only one
organization; a double tick in two or more. A question mark indicates outcomes that the authors
regarded as likely, but were not demonstrable from the data.
Themes Managers Staff Beneficiaries/Clients
Values Conceptualization
Adding referents to value-labels
‘‘ ‘‘ ‘
Adding value-labels to referents
‘‘ ‘‘
?
General understanding and acceptance of values
‘‘ ‘‘ ‘‘
Esteem-Related Outcomes
Increased self-esteem/self-awareness
‘
?
‘‘
Increased understanding and acceptance of others
‘‘ ‘‘
?
Increased understanding of the organization as a whole
‘‘ ‘‘ ‘
Increased understanding of wider human-environment system(s) ?
‘
?
Assessment Capacity Building
Increased understanding and acceptance of indicators
‘‘ ‘‘ ‘‘
Increased understanding and acceptance of assessment methods
‘‘ ‘‘ ‘
Internal Transformation/Values Mainstreaming
Personal commitment (“buy-in”) to organization’s activities
‘‘ ‘‘ ‘‘
Individual behavior and/or group dynamics
‘ ‘ ‘‘
Values mainstreaming within the arena of:
Strategic planning processes
‘‘ ‘ ‘
Training and internal communications
‘‘ ‘ ‘
Individual performance assessment
‘‘ ‘ ‘
Organizational performance assessment
‘‘ ‘ ‘
External Communications
To donor organizations
‘
?
‘
To existing partners or clients
‘‘ ‘
?
To prospective partners or clients
‘
?
‘
To policy-makers
‘
? ?
3. Findings
Five main impact themes were developed from the analysis, namely (i) values conceptualization;
(ii) esteem raising (raised awareness and value of identity at individual and group levels); (iii) values
mainstreaming/internal transformation impacts; (iv) values-based assessment capacity-building; and
(v) external communications impacts.
A summary of their relative occurrence at different levels (managers, staff and clients) is shown in
Table 3, and illustrative quotations are given for each in the sections below and in Table 4.
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Table 4. A summary of illustrative quotations for each theme.
Theme Sub-Themes Illustrative Quotations
Values
conceptualization
“ . . . all participants stated that their consciousness of the presence and importance of values had been greatly heightened, and
that after the field visit they tend to look in terms of values at their work and interactions, both individually and organizationally,
in a new way.” [44]
“...in a region full of sexism, where women do not have that access (to information and decision-making) generally, the youth
realized that the project has generated a space of equity. However, that (the WeValue approach evaluation) was the moment when
they became aware of it . . . With the youth, I had been working consciously, very much, around providing that equity, but I never
gave them a logo about it: I never said “this is about equity”, I just created it.” [45]
“I think [the youth] got a better understanding of what it is to be involved in (the JGSD global initiative) and that values are the
foundations of this movement . . . It gives them a global picture and a deeper understanding of how you can put into action those
values.” [46]
“Only four JGSD Fundamental Principles were cited by the trainers: humanity (11 times), unity (3 times), independence (1 time)
and service (1 time)—compared to respect, which was cited 43 times. This suggests that identifying values is very subjective, but
also that the process of identifying values from indicators (more tangible expressions of those values), draws out values that are
based on experience rather than ones based on more abstract concepts.”[47]
Esteem-related
outcomes
Increased understanding and
acceptance of self, others,
organization, and ecosystem as
a whole (all inter-related)
“With respect to the youth, they said it in public, that after this process they understand one another better and they value much
more what they’re doing. They’ve always felt very united, but now they know why they’re united.” [48]
“Through the processes and assessment tools, we (managers) were able to get a deeper insight into the young people’s sense of
self, each other and the community. The biggest help for me was an added insight into their motivation, awareness and
consciousness of themselves and others, and the connection with the group and the environment.” [45]
“Professor S. stated that she had observed positive attitudinal changes as a result of the field visit in all participating staff and
volunteers and in her own self, in a way she felt was deeply rooted and transformational.”[44]
“It was really, really encouraging. (The youth) can see the things that they still have to work on. In addition, then in some places,
we could say to them, “There is this gap between you and us (i.e., managers); what can we do about it?” It felt really good. I was
the one who led the conversation. It was positive, I really enjoyed it. They became more self-confident.” [49]
“I would say that this has affected them positively in terms of respect for leadership, now they realize that those leaders were not
imposing something or showing that they wouldn’t improve, but they were the spokesmen or spokeswomen much more.” [50]
Assessment
capacity building
Increased understanding and
acceptance of indicators and
assessment tools (inter-related)
“(At a national youth camp, the youth group members) ran the same process for other youth. They offered it as an ice-breaker
activity. They did a spiral of “where are you?”(i.e., spatial survey using a spiral)—they chose four indicator questions and asked
them, using the spiral.” [45]
“They simply liked the assessment tool, and they want to be able to replicate it on their own, so they taped it on a video . . . ” [51]
“ . . . what’s really good for us is this observation tool. It’s simple, easy, objective, this is something we really can use.” [49]
Sustainability 2016, 8, 612 9 of 22
Table 4. Cont.
Theme Sub-Themes Illustrative Quotations
Internal
transformation;
values
mainstreaming
Personal commitment (buy-in) “It raised awareness of where they should be, what they should be doing in their communities as young people who are actually
changing their mindsets, especially with these Principles and Values of JGSD . . . making a difference within their own
communities with their own actions. They seem more mature.” [46]
Individual behavior and
group dynamics “The original indicator was ‘Group norms exist and they are followed.’ For that question everybody went into (the part of the
spiral that represented the answer) ‘More or less’. We asked them, ‘Why? You make your own rules, and there is no pressure or
imposition of these norms, why don’t you respect them?’ And as a result of that process the youth made a commitment (to respect
them), without me putting any pressure on them, but because they felt ashamed. They promised to follow the norms like arriving
on time and keeping the blog updated. It has worked, I am here and they are doing everything! That result transformed the group
relationship.”[45]
Strategic planning “As a result of this process we decided that next year we would not do as many activities but we would identify those with the
highest impact on selves, communities and ecosystem, thanks to the information provided by the indicators. It helped us to
prioritize our activities, we had such a broad spread of action.” [45]
Training “One of the peer educators said that previously, in presenting the Earth Charter in the workshops she used to focus on concrete
behaviors, such as recycling waste. Following the field visit she stated that she now puts a much greater emphasis on the Earth
Charter values, and sees the Earth Charter not just as a way of achieving specific behaviors but in terms of the development of the
whole individual, beginning with herself, and for participants also . . . ” [44]
“After (the field visit) we changed our preparation phase (for new volunteers) to values. The first week we focused on service, the
second week on consultation, the third on being an example, the fourth on consultation, and the fifth on unity . . . Before when we
did the preparation phase, we just focused on themes, like acting, etc., and each week we would look at a topic connected to [the
organization] and the show.” [49]
Internal communication “We could see where there were differences between the youth and the staff, especially about information, we could see where the
youth especially see that there are difficulties with communication between them and the staff.” [49]
“I realized that before I was categorizing (schools) according to more superficial aspects, and what was missing was the values.
That made me realize that we have to impart the value of Respect and Care for the Community of Life right at the start... if that
value wasn’t there then the commitment or the energy wouldn’t be there, even if everything else seemed perfect...Everything has
acquired a clearer lens since the visit.” [45]
Individual performance
assessment “(Our previous approach to individual performance assessment) was just my own intuition as a teacher, but without any
certitude...I could see values there in the relationships and the commitment, but I couldn’t see how it was possible to measure. (In
the WeValue approach process) through dialogue, we were gradually arriving at the complexities and translating it into
something marvelously simple that gave deep information.” [45]
Organizational performance
assessment “The process helped us to understand how we were doing in relation to assimilation of the values that we promoted as a core goal,
both for the entire project and in each of the participating schools.” [45]
Sustainability 2016, 8, 612 10 of 22
Table 4. Cont.
Theme Sub-Themes Illustrative Quotations
External
dissemination
Donors
“Thanks to this process, (our major donor) has re-conceptualized the work of DB as something of international relevance, no
longer just a local project.” [45]
“(DB’s major donor) was very interested. They asked me if I would be interested in developing an entire indicator system for their
national work, tailor-made, as opposed to the generic WeValue one.” [52]
Existing partners/clients “In the schools it worked, the process was very helpful, in particular helping the teachers and the headmasters to understand that
my work is not just teaching the children how to plant trees, but also in values. It helped in the relationships with the institutions.
The schools saw that we were creating respect for the community of life.” [45]
Prospective partners/clients “It would make it easier for new schools who think about working with us. It’s sometimes hard for us to explain what goes on in
our performances. We normally have to give them a live example, show them a full performance so that they can see an example
of what we do, and then they decide. It works, but it’s very time-consuming. If we can measure values, we can give them more
clarity.” [53]
Policy-makers “We nearly had a couple of meetings with the President. We did have a meeting with the Minister for Education and Youth who
had a behavior change program which the President is very close to. They were very interested in the WeValue approach. That
was also part of what helped the process of assimilation. Because at that meeting it wasn’t just us presenting it, but also (local
managers), particularly ‘Ibrahim‘, presenting the WeValue approach as he understood it to the government, in terms of the
relevance that he felt.” [54]
“ . . . since we met our national secretariat here and we spoke about these values indicators and the measurement of these values
indicators, and (in) their own jargon now, every time they come on to the media that’s all that they’re talking about.” [55]
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3.1. Values Conceptualization
Very strong evidence of values conceptualization was found in all eight organizations studied, (i.e.,
creating or enhancing experiential understandings of “values”). This occurred through strengthening of
the links between values-in-language (such as named values-labels like Trust, or specific values-based
indicators such as those in Table 2) and values-in-action. This occurred in three slightly different
mechanisms: (a) starting with the value-labels and then adding “referents”—statements about how
those values would be enacted in practice within the given context; (b) starting with the “trigger”
proto-indicator(s) and then identifying relevant “values-label” words or related phrases; and (c) by
starting with proto-indicators in language and relating them to values-in-action without use of any
values-labels in the process.
Whichever values items were used, by reflecting on them individually and then discussing,
exploring, debating and modifying the details of them collectively, participants achieved a deeper
and richer shared understanding of how these espoused values were (or could be) enacted within
their organizations. The data revealed that they took this new perspective with them in the
following months:
“ . . . all participants stated that their consciousness of the presence and importance of
values had been greatly heightened, and that after the field visit they tend to look in terms
of values at their work and interactions, both individually and organizationally, in a new
way.” [44]
In some cases the values-based indicators which were discussed and refined were similar to the
values espoused in pre-existing documents such as mission statements and websites, but in other cases
they were very different interpretations or even entirely new “core values” that had not previously
been acknowledged or discussed. Several examples were seen of underlying values which were key to
group work—but previously unarticulated—being elicited and then verbalized:
“...in a region full of sexism, where women do not have that access (to information and
decision-making) generally, the youth realized that the project has generated a space
of equity. But that (the WeValue evaluative intervention) was the moment when they
became aware of it . . . With the youth, I had been working consciously, very much, around
providing that equity, but I never gave them a logo about it: I never said ‘this is about
equity’, I just created it.” [45]
Beyond the distinct processes discussed above, namely the addition of referents to specific
value-labels and vice-versa, we also found evidence for a broader, slower and “fuzzier” values
conceptualization and awareness-raising effect arising from the WeValue intervention. This seemed
to begin with an enhanced general awareness that values did indeed underlie day-to-day actions
within the organization, moving to a realization that they could be made visible through values-based
evaluation, and thus to a reinforcement that values provided a useful and relevant framework with
which to view their work:
“I think (the youth) got a better understanding of what it is to be involved in (the
JGSD global initiative) and that values are the foundations of this movement . . . It gives
them a global picture and a deeper understanding of how you can put into action those
values.” [46]
Although assessment capacity is mentioned below as a separate impact category, it is worth
noting the finding that when the organizations performed assessments of their values-based indicators
and then had before them “measures” indicating the extent of their presence, that this had a visible
reinforcement effect in some cases. The quote about “equity” above is an example: assessment results
reinforced that it was present and reminded participants of its importance to them. Thus, assessment
reinforced values conceptualization and awareness-raising.
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3.2. Esteem-Related Outcomes
The WeValue evaluative interventions contributed to deepening people’s understanding,
acceptance and valuing of themselves, one another, and the group or organization. These ranged
from improvements in the self-esteem of individual managers or employees, through changes in the
way in which managers understand and value their staff (or vice-versa), to new understandings of
the significance of the organization’s work (see Tables 3 and 4 for details). The distinction between
general values conceptualization and these esteem-related outcomes may not always be entirely clear.
However, we see the former more as the development of a values-based lens with many components,
whereas the latter are consequences, e.g., new ways of viewing colleagues and work through that
new lens:
“This project helped us a lot and it still helps. We try to think about what is the value
behind (participants’ actions) . . . This is how we see each human being, full of values.” [49]
Some interviewees also commented explicitly, and others implied, that these outcomes have
a strong morale-boosting effect. Thus, reflection on one positive outcome could generate others.
In one case an organization (DB) was inspired by Indigenous environmental values and the director
alleged that the intervention had changed not only the participants’ view of their own organization
but also their understanding and awareness of the human-environment system within their forest [45].
Our qualitative data contain several examples of improved relationships between managers and staff,
improved self-esteem, and specifically “feeling understood and valued”.
3.3. Assessment Capacity Building
In the second part of the intervention (Part 2), participants were facilitated to understand and
develop assessment tools to produce “measures” of the indicators they had prioritized. In many cases,
assessment tools were designed to fit in closely with the day-to-day activities of the organizations.
The degree of rigor and type of validity required was discussed and varied depending on the specific
needs. Table A1 (Appendix A) shows those used for one organization, including observations, surveys,
key informant interviews and theatrical performance. Some indicators had only single, informal
measures for one aspect, while others had several assessments, designed to provide a more rigorous
evaluation. It was not expected, from the initial intervention, that the organizations would make
a sustained use of the assessment methods developed, or be able to go further and develop new ones
in the future.
Our findings showed that, several months later, a number of organizations had continued to use
—and, in a few cases, even to extend—the assessment methods. It seems that the WeValue evaluative
intervention can be useful for building capacity in performance assessment. Managers and their staff
(and, potentially, clients) can learn new ways of understanding and evaluating the work of individuals
and of the whole organization: in ways which resonate with them and instill a feeling of ownership.
Some of the organizations’ managers, staff and even clients acquired new understandings of the
concept and uses of indicators, and of specific assessment methods (See Table 4 for illustrations).
In two cases, DB and TMSD, managers and clients were empowered to use the WeValue evaluative
approach independently in different contexts [45,55]. As these were non-profit groups that were not
previously comfortable with performance assessment, beyond their formal donor-driven evaluations,
this was a significant and unexpected outcome.
The experience of the WeValue evaluative intervention inspired organizations accustomed to
quantitative evaluation to explore qualitative and creative ways of understanding impact. Conversely,
small organizations who have avoided formal evaluation found the WeValue evaluative approach
an attractive alternative which encouraged them to adopt systematic surveys and observations.
As previously mentioned, assessment of tangible “measures” of values concepts in the
organization inevitably reinforced their meaning to participants, embedding the shared values.
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Although not seen in these eight examples, this also opens the possibility of reinforcing dissonance in
groups where the “shared values” are not shared by all participants.
3.4. Values Mainstreaming and Internal Transformation
Considering the existence of the findings discussed above of values conceptualization and
awareness raising, increased value of self and others, and increased ability to determine measures
of values in everyday activities, it is perhaps not surprising that the authors also found evidence of
the joint impact of those into a higher-level impact of values mainstreaming, i.e., the shifting of the
organization to a more “values-based management” approach. Evidence was found of observable
changes in the following arenas: assessment of individual and/or organizational performance; strategic
planning; internal communications; and training protocols.
Internal transformation, while encompassing all of the above, is a broader category that can
also include changes in “buy-in” or commitment to the organization and its activities, as well as
changes in individual behavior and group dynamics—not necessarily directly values-based. Increased
buy-in, changes to strategic planning processes, improvements in individual behavior and group
dynamics, and changes to training, assessment and internal communications protocols were all
observed at the managerial level in more than one case study. At the staff level, increased buy-in
was observed in several cases, and each of the other named outcomes was evident in one case study.
Among participants/clients (e.g., beneficiary youth groups), both “increased buy-in” and “changes in
individual behavior and group dynamics” were observed in more than one case study, and each of the
other outcomes in one case study. Specific examples of all these impacts are given in Table 4.
It is possible that by illuminating “value-action gaps”, the WeValue approach may serve as
a catalyst for self-directed individual behavior change without the need for authoritarian managerial
intervention, a theme that the authors will explore further in future work (and for which we
welcome collaboration).
Of particular interest is the example of concrete behavior change cited in organization DB, where
the members of the youth group recognized through the participatory evaluation that they were failing
to meet their own self-imposed norms. As a result, and without any direct intervention from their
manager, they changed their behavior in order to conform more fully to the standards that they had
set themselves. This, in turn, transformed the group dynamics.
3.5. External Communications
As might be expected from transformational work on organizational values, important subsequent
external communication activities took place between organization managers and their counterparts in
partner organizations, such as the head teachers of schools participating in an environmental project.
There were also significant and intriguing single-case examples of new styles of communication to
donors and policy-makers in organizations DB and TMSD respectively [45,54]. Table 4 provides
illustrative examples from the data. The interview data hint at secondary outcomes occurring within
these recipient organizations and institutions, which in turn have gone on to adopt value-labels
and the WeValue approach referents into their own vocabularies. The major donor to DB has
since commissioned a large multi-level evaluation of its own national programs using the WeValue
approach [37].
The data shows that new understandings generated through the WeValue approach can catalyze
change within the organization in question, and also transform the way in which the organization
presents itself to others.
4. Discussion
The findings detailed above clearly illustrate how the WeValue evaluative interventions helped
organizations respond to a number of key issues identified in business ethics research. Some of
the challenges mentioned by Holland and Albrecht [25] are directly addressed, such as problems of
measurement, rigor, and meaningfulness to practitioners; the institutionalization of ethics in businesses;
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and CSR. We first discuss the linkages to these named challenges, and then consider linkages to some
conversations in the wider business ethics literature.
4.1. Problems of Measurement, Rigor, and Meaningfulness to Practitioners
Fundamental to the usefulness of the WeValue approach is its ability to efficiently facilitate
participants to articulate in discourse what they already undertake or experience together as
values-in-action. In that way, they jointly develop values-based indicators—short sentences that clarify
a manifestation of a shared value. This process helps to concretize values that underpin decisions
about what is or is not ethical. Once produced, the same indicators effectively provided criteria for the
practice and application of ethics—which can also be used to devise informal or formal “measures”
that are valid to the participants and adapted to the context (see Appendix A). Organizations that had
previously eschewed evaluation methods of any kind, enthusiastically developed localized assessment
methods to provide “measures” of these indicators which then informed observable practices of
individuals and groups—precisely because they considered the indicators very meaningful to them
and the measures a mechanism for self-evaluation and learning. The levels of rigor used depended
on the purpose: in some cases three assessment methods were used for one sole indicator, which
itself might be only one of a set of 10–12 indicators designated—locally, by that organization—to be
elements of one core value. The measures developed for those twelve indicators could then provide
a meaningful and rigorous representation of that core value to members of the organization, their
stakeholders or funders. In other cases, participants used a simple measure of fewer indicators, giving
more importance to the localized statement itself rather than an overarching label. Regardless, the
purposefully designed localizability of indicators, and flexibility in choice and design of assessment
methods, provided local solutions to these challenges for the practitioners involved in these eight
organizations. This process does not exclude external evaluations: external evaluators could be allowed
to specify other indicators from the locally derived pool, or still use their own.
4.2. Institutionalization of Ethics
The institutionalization of ethics in organizations as described by experts in the field of business
ethics broadly refers to developing strong ethical cultures and a clear focus on how to apply ethics
in all practices of the organization. The findings from this exploratory study suggest that clearly
conceptualizing shared organizational values—through meaningful discussion—and developing
concrete indicators to effectively define them in practice, led to mainstreaming of values in the
organization. The fact that the indicators were designed to be operationalizable, and that the
participants co-developed specific assessment tools for the values-based indicators may be key: they
might have effectively integrated different ways of understanding ethical values in everyday practices.
The contextually developed values-based indicators became reference items, not only for possible
evaluation, but also for guiding ethical judgments during decision-making processes. Furthermore,
the participatory nature of the WeValue evaluative intervention, which included deep discussions
leading to the conceptualization of shared values, and involvement in the evaluative process, gave
space for reflection on developments in the organizations’ ethical culture. An example of this was the
youth group in organization DB which realized it was not conforming to its own agreed group norm of
punctuality, and changed their behavior—without managerial intervention. The director of the same
organization reported presenting their work differently to funders after embedding the new indicators
in their work: no longer as an organization focused on reforestation alone, but on reinforcing values
such as empowerment, equity, and the emotional connection to the wider community of life.
4.3. Corporate Social Responsibility
The values conceptualization, mainstreaming and external communication impacts of the WeValue
approach outlined above have important implications for the understanding and application of CSR in
organizations. The indicators approach allowed for the conceptualization and operationalization of
the organization’s values, in turn providing clear guidance for managers, staff and beneficiaries on
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the actual practices that support CSR within the organization and helping to move “from rhetoric on
business ethics and CSR to meaningful action” [25] (p. 783). In addition, the values-based indicators
and their measures provide potential for generating measures of ethics and CSR practices, and can
provide innovative and meaningful ways of communicating such practices.
Values conceptualization and mainstreaming can generate diverse examples of a company’s
commitment to values—and provide conceptual and strategic frameworks for reporting CSR. This
is a valuable tool for companies faced with an increasingly cynical public wanting evidence of the
triple bottom line [56] and critical of empty values statements not backed up by action [57]. Indeed,
while 64% of the 250 largest multinational companies published Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
reports in 2005, the majority of them listed multiple uncoordinated initiatives rather than elucidating
a coherent strategy [58]. The WeValue approach thus appears capable of providing a values-based
strategy, and clear indicators for internal and external communication, monitoring and evaluation.
4.4. Linkages to Wider Conversations on Values in Organizations
Although a relatively new focus in sustainability research, the concept of values has long been
central for conversations business ethics, management and organization studies. We show here some
linkages of the impacts of the WeValue approach to some of them.
In an effort to study the challenge of applying ethics in practice, a number of researchers have
focused on behavioral ethics approaches, investigating the influence of values held by individuals
within an organization, with evidence that these can influence employee behavior and decision-making
processes. Values have been described as a key element of exemplary leadership [59], a way for
managers to influence individual behavior without resorting to authoritarianism [60], and an important
mediator in decisions about equal resource allocation [61]. Enhanced values focus in management has
also been shown to increase trust and understanding between managers and their subordinates [62,63].
This is in contrast to approaches in organization studies, which focus on values at the
organizational level. Such research provides evidence for the influence of collective values—and
how these are perceived—on those working within organizations. In their study of 902 managers
from different contexts, Huhtala et al. [64] demonstrate that there is a positive relationship between
managers’ perceptions of ethical organizational culture and occupational well-being. Other studies
have demonstrated the positive effects of congruence between individual and organizational values
on staff retention, satisfaction and increased ethical behavior [65,66]. Indeed, values can be seen as
an integral part of organizational culture that provide unconscious guides for tackling complex ethical
issues [26].
The WeValue approach provides some insights to these studies, and links between them.
For example, the impact findings show how collective conceptualization and later evaluation of
values-based achievements has effectively united individuals, defining and reinforcing shared values,
and collectively clarifying which activities are within or not within their boundaries. That effect could
be seen as the focusing of the workforce on clarified mission statements; managers and staff alike.
The importance of the elicitation of unarticulated values-in-action into tangible values statements
demonstrated in the WeValue approach also suggests that a distinction might need to be made in
research generally between those and the more superficial values words used in everyday language
without prior reflection. In fact, findings from previous studies might be negated in cases where
individuals do not have shared values-in-action to build on but are trying to reconcile superficial
values with no grounding in a context-specific reality. In such cases, values-based approaches might
not only be non-useful but could easily lead to misunderstandings and even polarization of differences.
The success of the WeValue approach at triggering conceptualization and the production of
indicators that are deemed valid by participants suggests it deserves further study, because a key
feature of organizational values discourse is its portrayal of values as highly abstract. Values tend to
be poorly conceptualized even at the individual level and are often below the level of full conscious
awareness [43,67]. In the absence of collectively agreed definitions for specific value-labels such
as “trust”, “justice” or “integrity”, individuals rely on their own tacit or explicit understandings of
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meaning. These understandings vary according to ethnicity, previous life experiences and current
circumstances, and are highly context-dependent [68,69]. However, the concept of values is arguably
useful within the context of business ethics as it provides a bridge between individuals, organizational
culture and subsequent actions and behaviors [26] (p. 72).
Concerns about the abstract nature of values communication, and its perceived irrelevance to
daily life, are raised elsewhere in the business management literature. Gruys et al. [70] (p. 833) lament
that “too often the values of organizations show up on laminated cards or wall plaques, rarely heard
or seen”, while Lencioni’s [71] (p. 113) damning verdict on corporate values statements is that the
majority are “bland, toothless or just plain dishonest”, with resulting destructive impacts on employee
morale, client satisfaction and managerial credibility. Values transmitted implicitly through other
channels such as rituals, drama, stories and symbolic constructions within an organization’s culture
may contradict those that are explicitly communicated in oral or written forms [72]. Even when there is
a prominent and unambiguous values discourse within an organization, shared understanding of value
meanings may be lacking. Focusing on values can thus backfire, as Cha and Edmondson [73] (p. 71)
explain: “The inherently abstract or “fuzzy” nature of values creates the potential for multiple plausible
interpretations of the values’ appropriate meanings.” They describe the problem of “values expansion”:
the tendency of employees to add new layers of meaning to the value-labels passed on to them by senior
management. This may result in attributions of hypocrisy to leaders even as they continue to remain
faithful to their original understandings of the value-labels, and often generates disenchantment—a
“toxic” blend of frustration, anger, disappointment and loss of trust—among employees. Cha and
Edmondson [73] speculate that such disenchantment might trigger increased absenteeism, impaired
job performance, and detrimental effects on work attitudes and behaviors. Similarly, Lencioni [71]
provides an actual example of a company in which incongruence between leaders’ and employees’
understandings of a single value-label led directly to the resignation of a senior executive.
Another important insight from the WeValue approach is contextualization. Early on in its
development, it was clear that it needed to be steered away from being a rigid framework to one
which could be localized and thus “owned” rather than seen as an external imposition. This successful
localization of values-based indicators is only possible with the contribution provided by members of
the organizations when they collectively reflect on their own actions – concretely contextualized in
the workplace.
Business ethics concerns itself with the application of certain values that are related to deliberate
decisions about what is or is not ethical in a given context. Thus, ethics and related organizational
values are arguably more explicit and purposefully linked to practices and behaviors. In practice, this
has been translated by the development of codes of ethics as mechanisms for ensuring such practices.
However, codes and compliance-based approaches have been criticized and, akin to values discourses,
remain vague and lack specificity [74]. Furthermore, what is ethical in a given organization is defined
contextually and will not depend solely on a code [63]. In this context, there has been increasing interest
in understanding ethics as practice, in other words that organizational ethics are constructed through
a multiplicity or behaviors, decisions, inter-personal interactions “not only embed and enact ethics but
also form the framework for their institutionalization, politicization and contestation” [75] (p. 94).
This way of understanding ethics may contribute to challenges faced by scholars looking at
organizational values. Indeed, although values-based approaches are more effective, they do not
necessarily generate tangible long-term outcomes [74]. The focus merely on the level of values
discourse is limiting: related practices can also influence ethical organizational culture and specific
behaviors such as willingness to report unethical behaviors.
The relatively limited evidence provided in this dataset suggests, provisionally, that the WeValue
approach may contribute to the development of ethical cultures in organizations. Existing literature
hints at possible ways to do this: Gruys et al. [70] suggest, for example, that a potential solution might
be to obtain a measure of organizational values enactment by linking statements of espoused values
directly to formal performance assessment systems. That measurement-based approach contrasts with
Cha and Edmondson’s more constructionist recommendation [73] (p. 75) of “thoughtful dialogue”
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between managers and employees about the meanings and practical implications of value-labels.
In a recent paper, Warren et al. [74] argue that ethics training that examine practices related to ethical
dilemmas in detail have more lasting effects that merely focusing on vague codes of ethics and
organizational values. All of these studies are consistent with the impact findings reported here, which
seem to go further and produce an embryonic framework to understand them.
5. Conclusions
The successful application of ethical values in organizations is of crucial importance for
contributions of business and civil society to sustainable development. Business ethics scholars
and practitioners have been at the forefront of such work in the past decades, and have recently
identified outstanding challenges and gaps in research. These include problems of measurement, rigor,
and meaningfulness to practitioners; CSR; decline of ethical behavior; and the institutionalization of
ethics in businesses. Although this study was designed retrospectively as an exploration of unexpected
outcomes of a research project in another area (sustainability indicators), the findings leave little doubt
that the approach used in the WeValue evaluative interventions produced impacts that contribute
significantly to current challenges in business ethics, starting with increased awareness and the
institutionalization of values in the organizations, with related domino effects on ethics in discourse,
communication and action.
The analysis provides clear indications of important areas of impact that are likely to be
generalizable to other organizations using the WeValue approach, although dedicated designed studies
should be carried out to confirm them. First, the approach may help participants to gain a shared
understanding of “core shared values” in a more tangible way by collectively associating reasonably
specific word-based phrases (proto-indicators), with local meaning obtained through consideration of
concrete examples (values-in-action). This greatly raises awareness of local shared values in the context
of the organization, which is a requirement to considerations of ethics. Second, the approach may
enhance esteem and strengthen relationships at several levels, increasing understanding and acceptance
of oneself, other individuals, the organization as a whole, and even wider human-environment
systems. This raises the ethical consideration of the human aspects of co-working beyond work roles,
and can be seen as the beginning of the embedding of ethics into relationships (with a knock on
effect of reducing distance between managers and staff). Third, it may increase understanding and
acceptance for various assessment methods, which become considered valid locally, thus building
internal capacity for values-based performance assessment (which may be especially important in
small non-profit organizations) and an expanding awareness of what is “measurable”. Related to
this is the reinforcement of the usefulness of values-based perspectives when measures of them
are made tangible. Fourth, the use of the WeValue approach may catalyze internal transformation
within the organization, both in terms of “values mainstreaming” (i.e., prioritizing specific ethical
values in strategic planning, decision-making and performance assessment) and in other respects
such as improving group dynamics and promoting positive behavior change without the need for
authoritarian management. Finally, the approach can provide organizations with a new shared
vocabulary for communicating previously intangible values-related goals and impacts to key external
stakeholders, notably donors, policy-makers and prospective clients, and our data shows that the
bridging of this significant communication gap can have immediate impacts of allowing stakeholders
to work together more effectively towards shared understandings of goals.
Several caveats and limitations need stating. First, “the” WeValue evaluation intervention as
used here was under development and carried out in the context of an ongoing research project, thus
allowing for significant time and researcher involvement in the selection of indicators, development of
assessments and follow-up. This also meant that elements within the intervention varied between the
organizational contexts—both in materials used and facilitation approaches. The WeValue approach
has since been further developed, and although the research team believe similar types of impacts
would be seen regardless, they have no feel for the variations in strength of impacts that might
change. Secondly, although the organizations differed in size, geographic location and nature (civil
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society/private sector), all were involved because of their connection, direct or indirect, to members
of the project consortium, and thus were likely to be interested in values-related work. In future
studies, organizations should be chosen more appropriately for an impact research question. Thirdly,
the impacts were not predicted or planned for and thus no baselines, measures, or monitoring over
time were carried out, and other types of impacts may have been missed completely. Finally, the
study does not adequately account for long-term impacts, as the data used in the study was collected
a maximum of 6 months after the intervention. All of these limitations need to be considered in any
future studies. It is suggested that the early version of the WeValue approach is replaced by a further
developed and systematized ones used in a wider diversity of organizations, using values-based
indicators from a common reference list deemed suitable for the organizational context. (This can
be found via an open search on the internet.). Future studies should include baselines and ongoing,
long-term, non-participatory measures of the types of impacts reported here, as well as wider aspects.
It is also suggested that researchers in business ethics and organizational studies be directly involved
in such future work, to allow appropriate expert joint contributions.
Acknowledgments: The ESDinds Project (ESDinds: The Development of Indicators and Assessment Tools for
Civil Society Organizations Promoting Education for Sustainable Development, Grant Agreement No. 212237)
was funded by the European Union Seventh Framework Programme, FP7/2007–2013. The authors acknowledge
the valuable input of the full ESDinds project consortium, and special thanks are due to the partner CSOs: the
Alliance of Religions and Conservation (ARC), Earth Charter International (ECI), European Baha’i Business Forum
(ebbf) and People’s Theater. The follow-up study described in this paper was partly funded by the University
of Brighton, and partly with resources from China National Thousand Talents Professorship funding for MKH,
including the costs of open access publication.
Author Contributions: Gemma Burford conceived and designed the exploratory impact study; Gemma Burford
and Lee Stapleton analyzed the data; Marie K. Harder and Elona Hoover conceived and wrote up the links with
academic business ethics as presented; Gemma Burford, Marie K. Harder and Elona Hoover wrote the paper.
Conflicts of Interest: Three of the authors (Gemma Burford, Elona Hoover and Marie K. Harder) were members
of the research team that developed the original ESDinds indicators. However, the indicators are in the public
domain and not subject to any form of intellectual property protection (www.esdinds.eu), and the authors do not
gain any commercial benefit from their dissemination, use or application. The founding sponsors had no role in
the design of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, and
in the decision to publish the results.
Appendix A. Sample Indicators and Assessment Tools
Table A1. A full list of the values-based indicators developed by one organization, DB during the
WeValue evaluative intervention.
Indicators Developed by One Organization, Which were Chosen for Developing Local
“Measures” for Self-Evaluation Assessment Tools
Partners, member organizations and individuals do not feel that they have compromised
their beliefs by participating in the vision and activities of the organization/project.
Spatial Survey
Focus group
Different points of view are heard and incorporated Spatial Survey
Degree to which members/partners feel that their individual identity and approach has
been respected. Spatial Survey
People are encouraged to reach their potential Spatial Survey
Everyone has his/her place in the team. Spatial Survey
Learning processes accommodate different learning styles Spatial Survey
Individuals have a feeling of a unified work environment Spatial Survey
Individuals learn together, share skills, abilities and information freely with one another
regardless of creed, color, ethnicity, gender Spatial Survey
Members are inclusive (talk to everyone and no one is left out) Spatial Survey
Group norms exist. People follow the group norms. Spatial Survey
Women believe they are valued Spatial Survey
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Table A1. Cont.
Indicators Developed by One Organization, Which were Chosen for Developing Local
“Measures” for Self-Evaluation Assessment Tools
Individuals have a feeling of harmony and pleasant work environment. Spatial Survey
Long term commitments to protect the environment are created and adhered to Unobtrusive measures
Education is undertaken to raise awareness and capabilities for the organization to act
according to principles of environmental sustainability Unobtrusive measures
Quality of process and results of activities or projects aiming to achieve or promote
environmental sustainability
Forum Theatre
Comprehension Test
Unobtrusive measures
Key informant
unstructured interview
Activities initiated and completed in the conscious aim of contributing to a greater respect
for nature Indirect Measures
Activities initiated and completed in the conscious aim of contributing to a greater
understanding and respect of how nature is organized (systems and cycles) Indirect Measures
Activities initiated and completed in the conscious aim of contributing to a greater valuing
of the natural world as a source of personal fulfilment Indirect Measures
Activities initiated and completed that share with others how to protect and restore the
Earth’s health Indirect Measures
The project’s activities/events have an emotional effect on participants
Indirect measures
Word elicitation
Spatial Survey Indirect
measures
This organization started with the two core values of Respect and Care for the Community of Life, and
Collaboration in Diversity, from which they developed 22 indicators, and prioritized those above for
development of local measures in their current self-evaluation. For more detail on the spatial survey tool, see
Harder et al. [26].
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